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The issues on appeal herein are all really directed to the phrase "past reservation 



information including information unrelated to said particular perishable commodity." Each of 
the independent claims (and thus all claims), contain this limitation. For the purpose of 
discussion and simplicity, the example discussed herein relates to the booking of airline 
reservations; however, it is understood that the present invention is not limited to the booking of 
airline reservations. 
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The Jung reference cited by the Examiner is also cited by the applicant in the text 
of the specification as prior art. The Jung reference teaches the analysis of "traffic information" 
related to a specific flight, e.g., Flight 26 from New York to London, and then applying the 
results of that analysis to a current pending instance of that same flight. If the historical analysis 
of Flight 26 indicates that it has a materialization rate of 60%, then, the teachings of Jung would 
have the carrier overbook Flight 26 to 140% capacity so as to cover the historical tendency of 
Flight 26 to have only a 60% materialization rate. 

The present invention, as claimed, is distinctly different. Rather than relying upon 
historical information pertaining to the specific flight in question, and rather than relying merely 
on the "traffic information" discussed in Jung, the present invention looks at reservation 
information (defined in the specification as including commodity details, demographic 
information, and/or POS (point of sale) information relating to past or current reservations for 
perishable commodities such as airline tickets) for all past flights, both for Flight 26 ("system- 
wide reservation information relating to past reservations for perishable commodities that have 
already perished") and for flights other than Flight 26 ("including information unrelated to said 
particular perishable commodity"). 

By analyzing reservation information pertaining to all reservations, not just those 
of Flight 26, a user of the present invention obtains historical tendencies regarding 
materialization for the particular type of customer making the reservation, not merely the history 
of a particular flight. The term "reservation information" is clearly defined in the specification as 
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including this information that is not focused specifically on a particular flight, but is instead 
focused on demographic information of the purchasers, point of sale information which may 
include additional information such as income level, and the like. The information is taken not 
only from data pertaining to a particular flight, but also data unrelated to that particular flight. 
The claims expressly state this. Applicant submits that this is an appropriate use of what the 
Examiner has referred to as a "negative limitation" and clearly makes a distinction between data 
pertaining to a particular flight and data related to other flights. Once the Examiner properly 
reads the claim limitations as recited above, it is apparent that the cited references do not teach or 
suggest the claimed elements. 



For the foregoing reasons and the reasons set forth in all papers of record, 
Applicants respectfully request this Board to overrule the Examiner's rejections and allow claims 
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